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Except.as a dot on the state highway map and a classification in the 
map's margin as unincorporated, little isiknown about the many small hamlets, 
villages, and bedroom communities scattered across the U.S. landscape. Census 
·data for incorporated towns in non-metropqlitan areas show that a 
those with less than 500 inhabitants lostipopulation between 1950 
majority of 
and 1970, 
while larger towns mostly gained populati~n (Fuguitt, 1971; Fuguitt and Thomas, 
! 
1966). Studies of both incorpora~ed and unfncorporated places leave little 
doubt that small towns have lost many of their trade and service funetions 
(Fuguitt and Deeley, 1966; Brunn, 1968; J9hansen and Fuguitt, 1973). The mass 
I 
media capitalize on these events with such stories as "The Sale of Podunk Cen.-
ter," "Ge.orge is Up For Sale," "Residents. Chip in to Buy Town, 11 "Small Town For 
If\. II II · Rent, ·and Iowa Mayor Selling Town." Such stories foster a stereotype of small 
towns as sick or dying. 
Most statistics, however, refer to. incorporated places and few are avail-
f I 
·able on unincorporated places (for an exception, see Marshall, 1946; Fuguitt, 
196Sa). The U.S. Census enumerates incorporated places but only those unincor-
porated places with 5,000 inhabitants or more in urbanized areas and with 1,000 
inhabitants or more outside urbaniz'ed areas. For example, in 1970 in Ohio there 
were 936 incorporated places which ranf.ed in population from 43 to 7 50, 903. More 
than 4,000 name9 places in Ohio, however, are not incorporated and have fewer 
than 1,000 people. Their populations are counted as rural norifarm or lumped in 
the urban category. These smal;l unincorporated towns·do not separately qualify 
for federal revenue sharing and are politically represented at the local level 
•(\ 
2 
by township and county governments--not by mayors and councils. The problems 
of people in unincorporated towns could conceivably be quite different from 
those of people living in incorporated to~s of similar size or in open farm 
! 
country. The Bureau of the Census recognizes this problem and has considered 
including a question in the 1980 census ·tb help to delineate the number of 
people living in small unincorporated towns. 
The chief problem lies in defining a small town. For incorporated areas, 
"small"townhas usually meant towns with populations of less than 2,SOO. An 
additional problem exists in determining the boundaries of the unincorporated 
town for enumeration purposes. Finally, there is a socio-cultural meaning tq__ 
small town. A traditional ideology of small towns has held that theY, are "a 
good place to live" (See for ins.tance 11The Special Allure of Smail "Towns," 
Wisconsin State Journal, 1975). Their supposed low crime rates, friendly at-
~ mosphere, and low levels of pollution play on the image of "Small Town, I Love 
You~' (Columbus Dispatch, 1975; Goist, 1977). 2 
.A small town is here defined as a place recognized by a name by local 
residents. It must also have a built-up section and does exclude persons. 
" 
living on farms and others living at a distance. The ~opulation nucleus must 
have had between 7 5 and 2, 500 inhabitant"& in 1930 to be considered a small 
town and the named place must have been listed in 1930 and/or 1970 in Rand 
. . 3 
McNally's Commercial Atlases. The cut-off points of 75 and 2,500 people were 
cposen because the latter figure is of ten used as the upper limit for a "small 
town" and because a town 'With less than 75 people is difficult to visualize as 
4 having a nucleus. 
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The time span 1930 to 1970 was sel~cted for study because some of the 
greatest changes in American society--economic depression, urbanization, govern-
mental regulation, technological change, 1nd mechanization of agriculture--oc-
curred in those years. Smith (1974: 34), for example, notes that between 1933 
and 1970, 55 million people in the United; States moved from rural to urban areas. 
i 
The last decades of ·the nineteenth centurr had seen the first signs of such change 
! 
erode the conventional values of the vill~ge--individualism, laissez-faire, pro-
1 • 
I 
gress and a divinely ordained social system (Wiebe, 1967)--but events in and 
after the 1930's rocked the foundations of small town life. 
This study will try to determine how many unincorporated places of 75 to 
2,500 people existed in 1930 and in 1970 in Ohio and what percentage of Ohio's 
population they constituted. It will examine the 1930 to 1970 changes in the 
population of individual places. It will also compare the growth and decline 
t of incorporated and unincorporated places. It will examine the establishment 
'l 
of new unincorporated places in standard metropolitan and non-metropolitan a.reas, 
and finally, it will investigate changes in factors (such as urbanization, in-
. ' 
.. 
dustrialization, transportation and mechanization of agriculture) which may be 
. . . 
related to changes in population in both lncorporated and unincorporated places. 
POPULATION CHANGES 
Table 1 shows that all places of 75 to 2,500 people, both incorporated 
and unincorporated, made up 10.5 percent of Ohio's population in 1930 and 8.6 
percent .in 1970. Incorporated places did account for a higher percentage of 
place population in Ohio in 1930 than in 1970 (7.3 percent versus 4.7 percent). 
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Table 1 also shows the size distributions of incorporated and unincor-
porated places and the aggregate populations in each size class. The number 
of unincorporated places increased from 1,118 to 1,233 in the 40 year period, 
I 
The percentage distributions in Table 1 show the increasing relative 
' 
importance of larger places within both incorporated and unincorporated cate-
gories, but the share of the largest places is quite different. It took just 
(\ 24. to 30 percent of the total number of incorporated places to accumulate more 
than half of the population (see the figures for the largest size classes in 
1930 and in 1970). ·rn contrast, 44 to 35 percent of the total number of unin-
·z 
corporated places had only 24 and 10 percent of the population for the years 
1930 and 1970, respectively (see the figures for the smallest size class). 
. I 
The point is that the largest places account for a smaller share of population 
in unincorporated places versus incorporated places. The 1970 U.S. Census, 
.. 
by not enumerating small unincorporated places separately, counted approxi-
I. 
mately four percent of the overall Ohio population in rural nonfarm or other 
categories. In addition, the m,ajority--67 percent in 1_970-~of named places 
.with a population of 75 to 2,500 were not counted separately .by the census,' 
and'this amounted to 28 percent of the total small town population being counted 
in another category •. Thus census data are probably not representative of most 
small towns • 
0, 
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Table l obscures the nature of the changes taking place from 1930 to 
1970--not only may a place grow or decline in population, but it may move from 
one size category to another. i The data on such changes for incorporated places 
· .tf'4' presented 1n Table 2 t ;.f w,.1tr1x for the n.umber of incorporated places by 
size in 1930 and 1970. This matrix can trace changes in a given size group 
' i ' 
and determine the number of places added ~r subtracted over the 40 year period. 
Line one indicates that approximately 46 new places or towns appeared and 
were incorporated between 1930 and 1970. The second line shows that 43 places 
existing but unincorporated in 1930 had been incorporated by 1970. Column one 
' ' indicates that 15 places disincorporated or otherwlse ceased to exist as a 
separate municipality by 1970. The 2,50o+ column in Table 2 indicates that 
Table l's decrease in the number of incorporated places of 75 to 2,500 people 
occurred because small incorporated place~ grew into this highest ~ategory. 
7 In fact, 155 places of fewer than 2,500 people in 1930 had more than 2,500 
J; 
people by 1970. 
The growth of incorporated places is clearly defined by the size of the 
elements to the upper right of a diagonal in the matrix. Of the 669 places 
,.. 
which were incorporated in both 1930 and 1970, and ihich had a population of 
75 to 2,500 ·in 1930, only 35 or 5 percent'moved down one or more categories, 
while 384 or 57 percent grew to a larger category •. 
Table 3 presents similar data for upincorporated places .... The first line 
of the matrix indicates that 487 new unincorporated places arose between 1930 
and 1970. Line two indicates that six fot"merly incorporated places were added 
("). 
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to the unincorporated rolls. Column one shows places that Rand McNally listed 
in 1930 but not in 1970, but research suggests that few of these completely 
died; most still exist with a few houses~ Column two of Table 3 (in accord 
i I 
with line two of Table 2) demonstrates that 43 places incorporated during the 
period. Column three shows places with ~o population in 1970. These are usu-
ally railroad stations or mine or factory sites that did haye 75 or more resi-
dents in 1930. 1 
Column four of Table 3 (according to Rand McNally 1s definition) shows _ 
"rural" open country localities that had a locally recognized name but no 
built-up section in 1970; population is scattered over a wide area. Again, 
research indicates that there probably was a.built-up core in 1930. Column 
five includes 233 unincorporated places which had fewer than 75 people in 1970 
·but which had the minimum "place" population, as here defined, in 1930. However, 
104 places grew from the smaller than 75 category in 1930 to larger categories 
ind970 (see line three). This growth should be viewed with caution because 
nearly 1,500 unincorporated places with fewer than 75 people existed in 1930. 
Of the 1,078 places which were unincorporated in both 1930 and 1970 and 
whic;h had a popultion of 75 to 2, 500 in 1930, only "208 or .17 percent shifted to 
larger size classes. On the other hand,' if the categories of not listed, no 
population, and rural are included as population lost, 556 pr approximately 50 
percent of the unincorporated towns moved down the size classes. 
In summary, using cenS\lS and RandMcNally data, two distinct patterns 
emerge--57 percent of the incorpora.ted places moved up and 50 percent of the un-
·incorporated places moved down one or more categories between 1930 and 1970. 
i' ;~ 
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When one generalizes about places, there are advantages in making the 
individual place the unit of analysis. Table 4 showscalculated changes in 
population, over the period 1930 to 1970, for every incorporated and unincor-
porated place which had a population of 75 to 2,500 in 1930. The distribution 
of the changes in places grouped by initial size is given for both metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan areas. The data indicated that 91 percent of the incor-
, .·I 
' . . 
~ .. 
porated places in metropolitan areas and SO-percent of the incorporated places 
in non-metropolitan areas gained population between 1930 and 1970. Conversely, 
52 percent of the unincorporated places ifi metropolitan areas and 75 percent of -
the unincorporated places in non-metropolitan areas lost population· between 1930 
and 1970. The fact that unincorporated places in metropolitan areas lost popu-
c 
lation is some~hat surprising because they are often thought of as converted 
bedroom conununities. 
Table 5 shows that most of the growth in metropolitan unincorporated 
populations took place in "new" places es:tablished after 1930. 'The data also 
show that twice as many new places were established in metropolitan areas as 
in non-metropolitan areas. It is further evident that the new places in metro-
politan areas were larger than those in the non-metr"opolitan areas. Thus growth 
in unincorporated places between 1930 and 1970 seemed to be occurring mostly in 
new places in metropolitan areas rather than in old places. 
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH' POPULATION CHANGE· 
Thus far we have examined the 1930' to 1970 population trends of small 
towns; however, factors which are associated with these trends have not been 
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explored. Many studies posit that changes in farm/non-farm population, mech-
anization of agriculture and mining, and transportation are related to popula-
.tion changes of small towns. 
: Specifkally, it is said that many of the changes in small town popula-
i 
tion stem from.changes in the farm population which in turn has been affected 
by technological advances (Goss and Rodefeld, 1978). The mechanization of 
agriculture has substituted capital for.labor and consequently fewer farmers 
-~·,·· . ~ 
and farm workers are needed to cultivat' the same amount of land. This mech-
anization has permitted economies of sc~.le and increased size of farm. Increased 
farm size has also brought increased specialization and less general farming. 
The more specialized service needs of monocultural farming have forced many 
farmers to purchase imputs in large urban service centers. With fewer farmers 
to serve and with the needs of remaining farmers more specialized, the small 
town's generalized trade center functions fell on hard times. ' 
l. 
Beale (1974) indicates that another important factor behind the declining 
. population of small towns has been the drop in manpower needs of mining, a drop 
I 
also produced by mechanization. A dramatic decline in the number of miners is 
<·demonstrated by statistics for Perry County, where more than 1,400 miners were 
employed in the 1940's but where fewer than 650were working in mining in 1970. 
i 
This Appalachian area of Ohio has seen the loss of whole towns (such as Harpers-
ville) primarily because of strip mining and its massive machines which supplant 
labor. 
. -
In the 1960' s, one of the main economic trends was decentr.alizat~on of 
manufacturing. Although there was little growth in the number o·f manufacturing 
i t 
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plants on a national level; many moved from large cities to small towns or 
rural areas. Manufacturing sector employment often grew in counties such as 
Monore,.which had a comparatively small initial proportion of workers in manu-
f acturing and was simultaneously losing fa:rm employment. The impact of growth 
! 
in employment in manufacturing is somewhat masked because it did not often 
occur in counties having iarge industrial bases where additional non-farm jobs 
would be reflected in net population grow~h. 
The ability of rural places to retain population is enhanced by larger 
initial size (Beale, 1974) and also by proximity to larger places. However, 
as urban decentralization fills in sparsely settled areas initial size becomes 
les.s of a factor. The increasing magnitude of rural non-farm population should 
become more important in growth and decline o~. small places. 
Changes i~ transportation have produced numerous. consequences for small 
!towns. Many small towns along railroads had once served as coal. and watering 
stations, and their "death by dieselization" is well known (Cottrell,· 1951). 
Not bnly did trains quit stopping for coal, water and passengers, but their 
shipping functions were also replaced by trucks. Trucks' competition and loss 
of service often had adverse effects on bulk shippers such as feed mills, grain 
elevators, lumber yards and other merchants who might have foutid truck service 
fast and reliable but of ten more expensive than: rail service. ·Decline in use 
of rail service led to population decline .• but increased relianc.e on motor vehi-
cles and better highway systems' have allo~ed many farmers to f;tnp. part-time em-
ployment in large towns and cities • In Ohio more than SO percent of the _farmers 
. are part-time farmers. 
The literature suggests that declines in farm population, mining employ-
ment and number of farms, as well as increases in farm mechanization and capi-
talization and size of farm are all related to declines in small town population;· 
employment in manufacturing and number of manufacturing establishments as well 
as increase in county population and proximity to the largest city in the county 
are positively associated with growth. Although most studies on small town 
change have dealt with non-metropolitan areas, we feel that in Ohio it is im-· 
portant to include metropolitan areas too. In Ohio in 1970 there were 31 metro-
politan counties and 57 non-metropolitan counties. Because there are so many 
n1etropolitan counties, one explanation for growth of non-metropolitan counties may 
simply be that these units are not really "non-metropolitan." The location of 
a number of non-metropolitan counties may put them within the sphere of dominance 
of a large urban center, and the outlying population may benefit from economic 
~ opportunities associated with metropolitan counties. 
A to\\'.fl has a propensity to survlve long after its service functions are 
lost. For example, the canal town of Roscoe (595 population in 1930) began to 
die with the close of the canal in 1906 but did noj: cease to be a social entity 
until the 1970's. The formal political structures of incorporated towns often 
attract local, state, and/or federal programs, so incorporated towns may exper-
ience growth independently from unincorporated t·owns. (Por a similar argument 
on county seats, see Fuguitt, 1965b; Tarver and Beale, 1968.) 
On the basis of preceeding analysis and discussion, we will examine 
changes in factors whlch are related to changes in population of small incor-
porated and unincorporated towns in the total sample as well as in metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan areas. 
t. '. 
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Most studies of change in small towns have dealt with population changes 
I 
i 
in incorporated places only, and only within relatively short time frames of 
10 or 20 years. Attempts to explain changes have used static independent var·i-
ables and often the percentage of towns in the county which lost population--
! 
not the individual town--was the dependent variable. Static variables do not 
capture the dynamics of change; percentag:e growth or decline of small towns 
i 
obscures the considerable diversity among, towns. All variables used in this 
study are calculated as change variables (1930 to 1970) with the exception of 
presence/absence of a local rail line in 1930, which is a binary or dummy var-
iable. This variable and the population changes of the towns are computed for 
i.ndividual places. Other variables are calculated for changes in county level 
data. 5 
The change variables were calculated by the method developed by Bohrnstedt 
(1969: 113-133). 6 In brief, th~ method regresses scores for time two (T2) on 
z: 
time one (T1) and calculates standardized. regression residuals. These residuals 
become the index of the "rate" of change and are used to generate change scores 
that are statistically independent of their magnitude at either T 1 or T2 • · 
The problem with this method is the difficulty in interpreting correlation 
results. If one of the factors changing is unidirectional, the signs are reversed. 
For example, in Table 6 the correlation between change in the number of farms and 
change in small town population is -0.137. At first glance this result would 
seem to indicate than an increase in the number of farms is associated with a 
decline in small town population or vice versa. One must remember, however, that 
Pl P 71 msrm :!!;$' Hi HTttt:nrttiiiirrhti rrm:ririmtdrrwrrrilfswii&rr@ ·r1:1 gsn112iri,. 
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the number of farms in all counties was decreasing between 1930 and 1970. This 
correlation and its sign really indicate that an increasing decline in the num-
ber of farms is inversely related to small. town growth. To put it another way, 
the-greater the decline in the number of farms, the less is the likelihood that 
/ 
a small town will exp~rience growth. Similar problems arise with land in farms 
and rural farm population. The greater the decline· in the amount of land in 
I 
farms or the greater the decline in the rural farm population, the less is the 
likelihood than a small town will grow. Not ;all farm-related variables showed 
1930-1970 decreases. Part-time farming (number of days worked off farm--100 
d&ys plus), average farm size, and value of farm buildings and land increased 
/'"-\.. for all counties. The greater the rate of increase in the county in part-time 
farming, farm size and total farm value, the greater is the likelihood that a 
"5· 
small .town will decline (-0.185, -0.123, and -0.172, respectively). The mech-
aniZration variable (number of tractors) showed both increases and decreases for 
certain counties. The greater the mechanization the greater is the likelihood 
that a small town will decline (-0.287). : For the total sample, the changes in 
farming variables worked as hypothesized...:-changes in organization of farming 
were related to small town decline. 
Examination of the correlations for metropolitan and non.:.me~ropolitan 
areas reveals a different picture. As might be expected, most of the changes 
of the sort summarized in the preceding paragraph occurred in metropolitan areas, 
which lost the most farmers. in fact, for non-metropolitan areas the signs were 
reversed although the correlation coeffi~ients were not significant. The con-
sistency of the pattern indicates ·that two different processes may be at work--
·i'., ) 
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one for metro.politan ~reas and another for non-metropolitan areas. Changes 
in the organization of farming did not seem to influence small town growth 
decline for non-metropolitan i Perhaps the changes or areas in 1 Ohio .• were masked 
' 
. by different processes--loss of fa.rm population counter-balanced by an increase 
. in non-farm population. We will, however, examine this point more carefully in 
I 
the regional analysis which follows for the corn belt area of the state, where 
"big time" farming is concentrated. 
I 
If metropolitan vs. non-metropolitan location of the town is controlled _ 
in~analysis. of incorporated and unincorporated towns, results are further clari-
fied. Incorporated/unincorporated status seems to make little difference. It 
is the location of a small town in a metropolitan or non-metropolitan area that 
(\ is associated with the nature of change in the organization of farming and with 
town growth or decline. Part-time farming was the only variable, for both in-
corporated and unincorporated towns, associated with small town growth in non-
met'ropolitan counties. The result makes sense. Whether a small town is incor-
porated or unincorporated makes no difference to change in .the organization of 
' farming; such a societal change is beyond the control of local entities. 
Other changes which are beyond the scope of control of small towns are 
.. ~ 
change in population of surrounding entities and migration patterns partially 
induced by those entities. Changes in c.ounty population were related to changes 
' in small town population. It appears, however, that a·good deal of any growth 
I '. . 
occurs in incorporated small towns both non-metropolitan (0.210) and me·tropoli-
tan (0.046). Change in population size of the largest ci.ty in the county, a sur-
rogate for distance to a large city, was significant only .for. incorporated non-
metropolitan small towns. 
_-:;-· 
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Change in rural non-farm population is negatively related to change in 
I 
small town population (-0.167), especially for metropolitan small towns. This 
result is linked to the earlier conclusio~ that small towns in metropolitan 
areas have not grown; new towns have been formed. An increase· in rural non-farm 
populations does have a positive effect on change in population of both incor-
porated and unincorporated small towns in~non-metropolitan areas. 
Although changes in the organization of farming and growth of surrounding 
entities are beyond the control of small towns, changes in manufacturing often 
are not totally outside their influence. 
1 
Local residents may organize to attract 
industry. Increase in number of manufacturing establishmen~s is positively re-
' 0 lated to population growth of small towns. for all except unincorporated towns in 
non-metropolitan areas. In those e~ceptions, the absence of a formal leadership 
structure may play a factor in being unable to recruit indu.stry. Change in em-
ployment in manufacturing, however, is not related to small town growth or de-
cline. A possible explanation is that many industries are labor saving and may 
in addition hire skilled labor from beyo~d county boundaries. Change in employ-
ment in mining is significantly related to growth 'in small town population; 
~ J. . 
·especially for incorporated metropolitan towns (0.469), pethaps·because stone 
quarries and gravel plts connected with the building industry employ labor. 
Changes in mining employment are also related to population changes of unincor-
porated non-metropolitan small ·towns (0.098) because of mining activities in the 
Appalachian area of Ohio. This facet will be explored in later regional analysis. 
I The possible fallacy of using county level data to explain individual 
small town's growth or decline was mentioned earlier. In the transportation 
:<';· 
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variable for railroads, data on individual towns can be correlated with the 
population change for that town. If the ~own had a rail line in 1930 but the 
track was abandoned or tra:ins. (either passenger or freight) no longer stopped 
·in the town in 1970, we gave the town a score of one. All other cases were 
scored zero. The results of this dummy o~ binary analysis indicate that the 
loss of rail services had the most influential effects on non-metropolitan 
I 
towns (-0.187); loss of service is conversely related to population growth. 
. . 
[ 
I 
This variable is also one of the. few which was significantly related to unin-
corporated non-metropolitan towns (-0.064). 
REGIONAL ANALYSIS 
Ohio is an appropr:late laboratory for testing regional influences be-
cause it contains both corn belt and Appalachian counties. In the Appalachian 
counties, the importance of agr icul tu re de.clined even before the 1930' s. The 
sma+l farms on marginal farming land and rugged terrain did not lend themselves 
to mechanization and could riot compete with larger e:orn belt farms. Thus, in 
the Appalachian counties, we would not expect changes in the organization of 
farming to be related to small town decline. Because agriculture is less im-
portant in the area, we would expect population size of the courtty, rural non-
farm population, and growth of larger towns to be important correlates of small 
town growth or decline. Mining and manufacturing are, important activities in 
.the region and should have a relationship to growth or decline of small towns. 
Finally, railroads are a prime export route for coal and their presence or 
absence Should be important in growth or ~decline. 
~·. 
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Table 7 indicates that few of these factors seemed important in A,,pa-
lachia. The loss of railroad service wa~ important in explaining decline 
' in incorporated places in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan Appalachian 
counties. 
In the corn belt counties, the importance of monoculture of corn has in-
~reased and the raising of livestock has ideclined. Thus there has been a shift 
·.:.from more general farming in 1930 to cash crops with a high degree of mechani-
1 
zation in the 1960's. In the corn belt counties we would expect change in or-
ganization of farming to be related most !highly to small town decline. Because 
agriculture is more important in the area, we would expect population size of 
the county, rural non-farm population and growth potential associated with 
proximity to larger towns to be less highly correlated with small town growth 
and decline. Also, mining and manufacturing are not important activities in 
the region and should have little relationship to growth and decline of small 
to¥Us·. On the other hand, railroads have always been important to farmers for 
the shipment-of grain and sh?uld be a barometer of growth or decline in an area. 
Table S shows that the relationship between metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
! 
corn belt counties is nearly reverse. The changing#organization of farming had 
its greatest effect in metropolitan corn;belt counties--especially around incor-
I . •. 
porated towns. As the 'changes in mai;iufacturing indicate,· these were counties 
which were switching from agriculture to manufacturing •. · Few factors were highly 
I 
related to small town growth· and declineiin non-metropolitan corn belt counties. 
~ltllough for example, a declining "rate".in the loss of farms in these counties 
is meagerly associated with small town growth. 
' _)t 
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DISCUSSION 
In 1970 about 3.9 percent of Ohio's population lived in unincorporated 
places of 75 to 2,500 population compared to 4.7 percent for unincorporated 
i 
places in the same size categories. Of the 3.9 percent. of Ohio's population 
.· 
living in un:i,.ncorporated places, only 6 percent (18 places) was reported in 
the U.S. Census as unincorporated places with 2,500 inhabitants or less. The 
remaining 94 percent of the 3.9 percent was listed as rural non-farm or urban . 
. ' 
These latter places number approximately 
1
 ,215 and have a combined population 
! 
of.390,148. The unincorporated places are nearly twice as numerous as incor-
porated places. Only. 14 percent of the very small places with populations of 
~.· 
75 to 300 were incorporated. Thus residents of unincorporated places are not 
' 
differentiated from persons living in open country, even though their problems 
might be quite different, nor are they distinguished from residents of incor-
,r porated places of similar size. The use pf data on incorporated places to imply 
policy for unincorporated places may be inappropriate. 
The dif f.erence between the problems of unincorporated and incorporated 
places is also evident from their growth patterns. Of the 668 places which 
~ . 
were incorporated in both 1930 and 1970 and-which had a population of 75 to 
~ ' " ' 2,500 in 1930, only five percent went to {l smaller size class, whiie 44 percent 
. " 
·went to a larger class. On the other hand, of the 1,083 places which were unin-
I . . 
corporated in both 1930 and 1970 and which had a population of 75 to 2,500 in 
I 
. 1930,.only 19 percent went to a larger class, while 52 percent went to a smaller 
class. The trend for incorporated small places seems to be the. reverse of that 
for unincorporated places. 
1. ~ 
I 
_, 
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! 
Growth prior to 1970 seems to have occurred mostly in new unincorporated 
places and not in older unincorporated places. In a number of cases, changes 
, I 
in urbanization, mechanization of agricultjure, transportation, manufacturing, 
I 
··I 
I 
'and mining were re~ated to population gro~th or decline of small places. The 
magnitude of the correlation coefficients~ however, was not large. Major dif-
• i_ 
f erences were noted between metropolit.an ~nd non-met~opolitan small towns but 
i 
not between incorporated and unincorporated small towns. 
I . 
! 
Perhaps the structural difference between incorporated and unincorporated 
small places makes little difference in the twentieth century. The Jeffersonian 
ideal of autonomous stnall towns is often thought by policy makers to be anachron-
istic (Martindale and Hanson, 1969). If small· towns are interpreted as an ar-
chaic and amusing survival of an older age, then it is not surprising that legis-
lation and administrative decisions tend to shift power from the smaller towns 
r to the greater centers of government, industry and finance (Vidich and Bensman, 
1968). At the same.time that power shifts are occurring, social scientists and 
policy makers are espousing the value of small towns and their importance to 
American democracy and ideals, 
As a result we find that legal corporate status is less imeortant than 
the location of a small town within or without a metropolitan area. Although 
many of the correlations with industrialization, changing organization of 
farming, and transportation were significant, their magnitude was not great. 
Perhaps unspecified variables s~ch as government regulatibns wh:i.ch affect 
taxation, incorporation, revenue sharing, annexation, and the formation of 
18 
special districts may influence small towri growth or decl:f.ne more than mechan-
' ization and transportation changes do. For example, the revised Ohio code speci-
fies that an incorporating area must consist of not less than two square miles, 
include a population of not less than six hundred persons per square mile, and 
I 
have an _assessed valuation of real, personal and public utility property sub-
ject to general property taxation of. not less than.$2000 per capita. The code 
effectively prohibits most small unincorporated areas from incorporating. 
Controversies may develop between unincorporated small towns and counties 
and/or townships. Counties and townships have traditionally exercised jurisdic-
tion over unincorporated areas and provid1.1?d them with basic services. The desire 
for incorporation often reflects dissatisfaction with county and township govern-
~, ment' s police protection, road maintenance, and other connnunity services, espe-
cially in counties which are becoming urbanized. The conflict is often a farm/ 
, non-farm one. 
The provision for special districts for sewage and water services and the 
flow of more such powers to the hands of townships and counties have stopped the 
annexation incentive for areas adjacent to many small towns. In fact, counties 
and townships may be able to provide the services more cheaply than small towns 
can. In some cases the township gets its water from the same source as the small 
town but costs township residents less because of a larger population base. Also, 
the township may be more efficient; in the township, water is not piped to a 
small town waterworks for redistribution. 
The influence of the federal government's policies on small towns is most 
clearly seen in federal revenue sharing. Money is allocated to incorporated 
··,;· 
19 
small towns through a complicated formula utili.zing population, urban popula-
tion, per capita income, and tax effort. The last remains the dominant factor. 
Most small towns are at a serious disadvantage with this formula (Hitzhusen, 
1978). Y.'irst, the most characteristic feature of American small-town politics is 
a desire to avoid making decisions that c~allenge the low-tax ideology. Because 
small towns are dominated by small businessmen, political leaders are concerned 
about taxes first and services second. The small businessman regards the prop-
erty tax as a cost of doing business; expanded services threaten profits and, he 
fears, foretell possible economic disaster. The small community usually seeks 
to avoid innovation, strongly opposes the "social service state," and tries to 
/ 
postpone as many decisions as possible. This orientation obviously gives small 
towns a low "tax effort" in the federal formula. 
In addition, some forms of tax revenue and all forms of non-tax revenue 
" are omitted from the formula~ and this provi.sion introduces a systematic bias 
against small towns in federal revenue sharing. For example, school and special 
-C, districts are excluded. Rural areas pay a disproportionate share of their total 
taxes in these forms. Small towns raise a higher proportion of the costs of 
local gqvernment or community services by.donations and various fund raising 
activities, which are also exciuded from the formula. 
Even when programs are specifically tailored for small towns, the results 
may be negative. For example, the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 
was to alleviate the inequalities of the grant system. Block grants are disbursed 
according to a formula based on population, poverty, and overcrowding--not the 
''grantsmanship" skill that few small towns possess. But as with many other programs, 
, ... 
. .. 
, ~·. 
'• ..... 
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i 
small town officials found difficulty in ~riting proposals and ·providing the 
general expertise for obtaining funding u~der the Act (Gaibreath, 1975). An 
.. i 
evaluation team for block grant programs found that local officials would like 
.• to do business with the agency but often ~mcountered dif fic~lty in dealing with 
I 
! 
urban-oriented regulations and "unnecessary" paperwork (National Civic Review, 
I 
1978). i 
lt is not surprising that 50 years 1 after Lynds' studies, Caplow (Time, 
· 1978) is fi.nding in Middleton III that residents, and by implication "most small 
~.. . I 
town Americans, are living in two different centuries. They are adjust;:ing to 
industrialization while holding onto the ~ocial values of 19th century rural 
America •. Traditional small town values have changed very little in 50 years; 
we have not abandoned an older America of smaller c'Ommunities bu·t have accommo-
.dated.the methods and values of an emerging urban, bureaucratic, relativistic 
' . soc,iety (Cohen and Ratner, 1970). This value orientation probably explains 
, . 
. ~by many small towns which have lost their economic functions die a very slow 
-;~ 
:-.· 
:.death and seldom disappear completely. 
. ' 
\ . 
=~~-----,-----------------------------~,~~--- - - --
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FOOTNOTES 
2 This interpretation was first questioned in Howe's Story of a County 
Town (1884). Later, Anderson's Winesbur Ohio (1919) and Lewis' Main Street 
"'(1920) and Babbit (1922) focused on small own hypocrisies and the fallacies 
of boosterism. Today tele'\fision of ten pefpetuates this harsher view of small 
towns in America (Stein, 1976). This stue:\y will not attempt to measure such 
socio-cultural views of small towns and will refer to them only,as a ration-
1 
ale for distinguishing between small towns in standard metropolitan areas and 
those in non-metropolitan areas. Small tc;>wns in the former areas are more 
likely to be suburban communities or satellite towns of larger cities". To 
these "city" dwellers the small town often seems drab, narrow and complacent. 
Residents of the towns in non~metropolitan areas are more likely to subscribe 
to the small town ideology (See Cook and Swanger, 1977). 
3 . • Rand McNally uses a self-reporting method for unincorporated places. 
Thus a good deal of variability may exist among respondents in their defini-
tions of a "place" and what area constitutes a "place." These are, however, 
the o·nly data available. For an expanded discussion of the problems of reli-
ability of Rand McNally estimates, see Rodefeld (n.d.). 
4The term small town is used interchangeably with "place" but a place 
may-be larger than 2,500 or smaller than 75 • 
.5.rhe authors recognize the ecologic~! problem of using county level 
data to explain individual small town growth and decline. Robinson (1950) 
presents a discussion of the problem of using ecological and individual cor-
relations. Robinson states that an ecological correlation ·is almost certainly 
not equal to its corresponding individual correlation. Therefore, ecological 
correlations can not validly be used as substitutes for individual correlations. 
Menzel (1950), however, states that ecological correlations may.be of great 
;value ev~n without reflecting _individual correlations,- and that they are used· 
. by many researchers without any thought of serving as substitutes for indi-
··. vidual correlations. · 
6 A number of measures of change were considered-~raw change, change in 
proportions, and residual change. Raw change is the actual difference between 
T1 and T2• The main problem with this measure is that a town ·of 20 which grew 
to 30 had an absolute change of 10, as did a town of 1000 which increased to 
1010. The proportions in these changes were obviously different. Changes in 
proportions represent an advance over the raw method but also have some problems. 
Changes are contaminated by regression e~fects attributable to initial size. For 
example, larger towns may grow·at a fastf)r rate than smaller towns. 
., L 
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t:Z.: .• TABLE l. Number and Population of Incorporated and Unincorporated Places by Size Class, Ohio, 1930 ~nd 1970 
.,,. 
1930 1970 •· 
'1' Incoq~orated· .. Unincoreorated Total Incor:eorated Unincor;eorated Total 
Size Class Number Population . Number Population Number Population Number Population Number Population Number Population 
Total 684 483,8'63 1,118 214,274 1,802 698,137 609 498,546 1,233 415,138 1,842 913 ,684 
75 - 149 36 4,373 495 51,626 531 55,999 23 2,701 430 42,826 453 45,527 
150 - 299 146 33,365 403··. 78,910 549 112,275 103 23 ,677 367 71,930 470 95,607 
300 - 499 144 54,064 174 58,623 318 115,687 121 47,533 180 65,283 301 112,816 
500 - 749 119 73,888 27 11, 701. 146 85,589 95 59,208 120 69,955 215 129,163 
750 - 999 78 67 ,81·5 9 6,450 87 74,265 84 72,396 57 48,650 141 121,046 
1000 - 24991 161 247,358 10 6,964 171 254,322 183 293,031 79 116,494 262 409,525 
Percentage Distribution 
Total 100 100 100. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
- -
-- ---·---- - --
---------------
15 - 149 5 1 44 24 29 8 4 1 35 10 25 5 ' 
150 - 299 21 7 36 37 31 16 16 5 30 17 25 10 
300 - 499 21 11 J:6 21 18 17 20 9 14 16 16 13 
500 - 749 18 " 15 2 6 8 12 16 12 10 17 12 14 
750 - 999 11 14 1 3 5 11 14 14 5 12 8 13 
1000 - 2499 24 52 1 3 9 36 30 59 6 28 14 45 
Percentage 
of Ohio's 
Population 7.3% 3.2% 10.5% 4.7% 3 .• 9% 8.6% 
SOURCES: United States Censuses and Ranq McNally Commercial Atlases. 
1This category includes the total population of Union City Ohio-Indiana. 
1 !( :' ~ 
'" () I ) ·1 . ' 
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TABLE 2. Cross-Classification of the Number of Incorporated Places by Size, Ohio, 1930_;1970 
I 
Status & Size in 1970 ..., 
Size Class Dropped I in 1930 Outl 11-74 75-149 150-299 300-499 500-749 750-999 1000-2499 .250o+ Total 
New Places 2 1 4 0 4 3 4 5 25 46 
New Incorporation 3 3 4 8 5 5 3 15 43 
1 - 74 1 2 l l i 
75 - 149 2 7 18 5 1 1 2 36 
150 - 299 5 6 75 41 10 3 6 146 
300 - 499 1 1 3 52 45 18 10 14 144 -
500 - 749 2 2 7 26 39 33 10 119 
... - 750 .... 999 .. 1 3- 4 .. 13 - ___ 45_ -- :___ .. ___ 12 7_8 __ . 
1000 - 2499 4 2 4 80 71 161 
2500 Plus ·3 170 173 
.. 
Total 15 2 23 103 121 95 84 183 325 951 
SOURCES: Bureau of the Census,jFifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population: Number and Distribution of 
Inhabitants (United States Printing Office: Washington, D. C., 1931) Volumn .I, pp. 864-870; Bureau of the 
Census, Census of Pop4lation,. 1970, Number of Inhabitants, Final Report PC(l)-A37 Ohio (United States Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C.). · 
lnisincorporated or otherw se ceased to exist as a separate municipality.' Places which disincorporated are Cannelville, 
Deavertown, Bazil, Western Sta , Springhills, and Santoy. Only one of these grew in population. The other places were 
combined or annexed into larger units. 
2p1aces not listed by Rand McNally in 1930. 
3p1aces listed' by Rand McN lly in 1930 with their respective populations but not incorporated or enumerated by the 
U.S. Census in 1930. .! 
l 
1 
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TABLE .3. Cross-Classificati~ of the Number of Unincorporated Places by Size in Two Rand .McNally _Censuses, Ohio, 1930 and 1970* 
>-. 
Status & Size Class in 1970 
Size Class Not Inc or- No Popu-· 
in 1930 Listedl porated2 lation3 Rural4 1-74 75-149 150-299 300-499 500-749 750-999 1000-24995 250()+5 Total 
i 
Did not exist6 117 117 66 54 36 63 34 487 
Incorporated7 2 1 1 2 6 
l - 74 3 57 16 12 8 3 1 4 104 
75 - 149 37 10 10 55 158 133 54 22 9 2 4 2 495 
-' 
150 - 299 10 11 3 20 61 96 132 32 21 6 4 7 403 
300 - 499 5 7 0 3 12 24 41 44 22 6 5 5 174 
500 - 749 l 6 1 l 1 1 5 2 5 2 0 2 27 
750 - 999 :i 1 l ···r 1 ~----'~ .... :·~ .. ·-·1 ·- .. ____ .... -z-· i --- -- _,,_ 
1000 - 2499 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 10 
2500 Plus 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
.. 
Total 55 43 14 82 233 430· 367 180 120 51 79 56 1716 
SOURCE: Rand McNally Commercial Atlases. *The population figure refers to the central built-up section of the community and excludes those 
living on farms and others living at a distance. 
lp1aces listed by Rand McNally in 1930's but dropped from the listing in later years. Our search indicated that failure to be listed was 
not due to name changes. Many places still 0 exist" with a few houses. Some places, however, have died. 
2Places which existed prior to 1930 but did not incorporate until sometime between 1930 and 1970. 
3No population indicates most of these places are railroad stations, but some are factory sites, mines, power plants, etc. The 
designation indicates that the place is in the open country and is not associated with any settlement. 
4p1aces designated as rural are open-country locali,ties that have a locally recognized name although no built-up section exists and 
the population is scattered over a wide area. 
5The Bureau of the Census reported a 1970 population for 46 of these unincorporated places, but for the great majority the figures given 
are Rand McNally's 1971 estimates. 
6µ1>')(",,.c;} not- lii::r- ... n hv R~nrt M,.,r-fa.llv in 1Q'.mts and tn"esumed not to exist. ' 
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'!'ABLE 4. D:f.stribution ot Incorporated and Unincorporated Towns by Changes in Pqpulation, Metropolitan ~and Nonmetropolitan- Ohio, 19'0 - 1970 
Size in 
1930 
INCORPORATED 
-No Change 
t % t 
METROPOL!TAM 
Decline a rot.1th Total 
f % f % 
1 0 S T A T U S 
?IOUMES'ROPOLIT AN 
No Change · Decline 
t % f % 
Growth 
f % f 
Total 
% 
No Change 
r % r 
TOTAL 
Decline 
%' 
Growth 
t % 
Total 
;? 
Total 26 (8.8) 270 (91.2) 296 (100.0) 2 (.5) 72 (19.0) 305 (8o.5) 379 {100.0) 2 (.3) -98 {14.5) 575 (85.2) 675 (100.0) 
75 - 149 
150 - 299 
300 - 499 
500 - 749 
750 - 999 
1000 - 24-99 
UNINCORPORATED 
l 
4 
3 
5 
4 
9 
9.1 
6. 9 
4.7 
10.4 
10. 8 
11. 5 
10 
54 
61 
4-3 
33 
69 
9<). 9 
93. l 
95,3 
89.6 
89.2 
88.5 
ll 100. 0 
58 100. 0 
64 100.0 
48 100.0 
37 100.0 
78 100.0 
2 2. 3 
7 
25 
13 
13 
6 
8 
28.0 
29. l 
16~5 
18. 6 
15.0 
10. l 
18 72. 0 
59 68.6 
66 83. 5 
57 81.4 
34 85. 0 
71 89.9 
25 
86 
79 
70 
40 
79 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
2 l. 4 
8 22.2 
29_ 20. 1 
16 ll.2 
18 15.3 
10 u. 0 
17 10. 8 
28 77. 8 36 
113 78.5 144 
127 88. 8 143 
100 34. 7 118 
67 87. 0 77 
ll+O 89. l 157 
100. 0 
100.0 
:c::.o 
lOC.O 
100.0 
lOC.O 
Total 14 (3.2) 229 (52.3) 195 (44.5) 1~38 (loo.o) 29 (4.;;) 512 (75.;;) 139 (20.4) 68o (100.0} 4' t;.8) 741 C-66.3) 334 (29.9) 1118 {1oc.0} 
75 ... 100 
150 - 299 
jo() - 499 
500 - 749 
750 - 999 
1000 - 2499 
5 
7 
2 
2.6 
4.6 
3.0 
111 
73 
34 
4 
2 
5 
57.5 
47.7 
50.7 
77 
73 
31 
1 
3 
4 
193 
153 
67 
11 
5 
9 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
13 
9 
7 
0 
0 
4.3 231 76.5 
'· 6 192 76. 8 6.-5--- -7.,--- 68. 2 
12 
3 
1 
SOURCE: Rand McNally Commercial Atlas and the United States Census, 1930 and 1970. 
58 
49 
27 
4 
l 
19.2 
19. 6 
25.2 
302 100.0 
250 100.0 
107 100.0 
16 
4 
l 
18 
16 
9 
342 
265 
107 
16 
5 
6 
69. l 
65. 8 
61.5 
59.3 
55.6 
60.0 
135 27. 3 
122 30. 3 
·ga- -- 33. 3 
ll 40. 7 
4 44.4 
4 40.0 
495 
tio3 
17ti 
27 
9 
10 
100.0 
100.0 
100.b 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
I 
"'' ,,, 
\ 
Size Class 
in 1970 
75 - 149 
150 - '299 
300 - 499 
500 - 749 
750 - 999 
1000 - 2499 
250o+ 
Total 
TABLE 5. Size of New Unincorporated Places Established Since 1930, 
Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Ohio 
Metroeolitan Area NonmetroEolitan Area 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
60 18.0 57 37.0 
73 21.9 44 28.6 
50 15.0 16 10.4 
37 11.1 17 11.0 
~- ----- --- ~----·--·--
-· 
27 8.1 9 5.8 
54 16.2 9 5.8 
12 9.6 2 1.3 
333 100.0 154 100.0 
Total 
117 24.0 
117 24.0 
66 13.6 
54 11.l ,, . 
- ----·-·-
----- --·---------- -·- -- __ _._ -- --
- - - .. -· -·- -- ~-
36 7.4 I,, 
63 12.9 
34 7.0 
487 100.0 
. ..., 
.. • 
TABLE 6. - ~ . . Zero Order Correlations for the Relationsh.ip :Between Changes in Selected County Variables and Chang.es .in Population of Incorporated 
and Unincorporated Places. bT Metropolitan and NonMetropolitan Areas, Ohio, 1930 to 1970 · ' 
Variables 
Cha.nge .in Organization of Parmir!<$ 
l. !::. (Decrease) in No. or Parms 
2. !::. (Increase) in Ho. or Tractors 
3. !::. (Decrease) in Land .in Farms 
4. 6 (Increase) in No. of Worked Off Parm (100 Days) 
5. 6 (Decrease} in Rural Farm Population 
6. 6 (Increase) in Average Farm Size 
7. !J. .in Value of Farm Buildings &: Land 
Cha!lge in Population 
8. t:. in CountJ Population 
9. !J. . .in Population of Large City in County 
10. t:. .in Rural Montar'lll Population 
cpange in Manufacturing and. M1nill<$ 
11. !::. .in Employment in 1".anu.factur:ing 
12. !::. .in No. of Manut'acturing Establishments 
13. !::. .in Employment .in Mining 
Change 1n Transportation 
14. 6 PossesSion of Railroad 1930 . 
Total 
(N=l793) 
-.137ff. 
-. 287** 
• 071** 
-.185** 
-.141** 
-.123** 
-.172** 
.135** 
• 016 
-.167** 
• 018 
.177** 
.232** 
-.061** 
Total 
Metropol.1 tan 
(lf=734) 
-.144* 
-.326 
.166** 
-. 271** 
-. l8o** 
-.190** 
-.187** 
.064* 
-.037 
-. 275** 
-.015 
.104** 
• 328** 
-. 064• 
NonMetropolitan 
(N•l059) 
.007 
• 051* 
.010 
.059* 
.009 
.014 
.016 
-. 216** 
-. 385** 
• 223** 
-. 362** 
-. 264** 
-. 238** 
-. 262** 
• 046 
-.067 
. -. 37"5** 
.024 
.112* 
.469** 
-.136** 
-.112** 
-. 248** 
-.066 
-. 092* 
-.108** 
-. 082* 
-.129** 
.136** 
.065 
-. 076 -
-.009 
.146** 
-.039 
-. 01+5 
*Significant at the • 05 level; Significance levels are not required because this is the total universe of s111a.ll towns. 
**Significant at the .Ol level. 
lAll of these places were incorporated .in 1930 but some may not have been incorporated .in 1970. 
,, 
Incorporated Vnincorpora ted · 
( N•379) ( N•68o) . 
.044 
• 065 
• 058 
• 099* 
• 052 
• 026 
• 080 
• 210** 
.164** 
.107• 
• 059 
• 209** 
• 071 
-.160** 
.064* 
• 096** 
.058 
.078* 
• 050 
-.042 
• 036 
-.007 
-.057 
- •074* 
-. 064* 
. , .::~~i~-~:~ 
~ · . 
~r 
. 
C> 
TABLE 7. Zero Order correlations tor the Relationship Between Changes 1n Selected County Variables and ChaDges :ln· Population ot Incorporated 
a1'ld tJn1.nCorporated Places, By Region tor Metropolitan and Nonmetropoli.tan Areas., Oh:lo 1950 to 1970 
Cha.nge 1n oraamzation or Fannin£ 
1. t. (Decrease) in N'o. of Farms 
2. llNo. of Tractors 
3. 6 (Decrease) in Land fa Parms 
!.;.. 6. (Increase) in ?lo. of Days Worked 
Off Farm ( 100 I:ays) 
5. fl (Decrease) in Ru...~l Fa.rm Population 
6. 6. (Increase) in Average Farm Size 
7. 6. in Value or Farm Buildings and La.n:1 
Che.nge in Population 
8. 6. in County Population 
9. ll in Population of Largest City in 
County 
10. 6. Rural Non.Farm Population 
Ch!nge in Manu.t'ac turing and Mining 
11. li in Employment in Manufacturing 
12. !:. in No. ot Manufacturing 
Establishments 
13. /j, in Employment in Mining 
Ch!nge in Tran!portation 
14. Ii Possession or Raill'Oad 1930 
•sig. at .05 level 
**Sig. at .01 level 
. ... 
APPALACHIAlI COUNTIES · 
· -t:<,_~:r;~ · NONAPPALA.CHIAN COUNTIES 
Jietropoli tan 
Incorporated 
({H=3:3) 
• 3933 
.4014 
• 4230 
.4683 
• 2843 
-. 0518 
.3384 
.4685 
.4787 
.4764 
.4557 
-.1052 
-.5063 .. 
Un1nc orpora ted 
(N•82) 
.1997 
• 1484-
• 2066 
• 2009 
.1728 
-.1035 
.1864 
• 2157 
.2158 
• 2162 
.1906 
.0392 
-.0698 
Nonmetropolitan Metropolitan 
Incorporated tJnincorporated Incorporated. t1nincorporated 
(t"N.!14JI.) ( N=}l 7) {U=263) LN•JIJ6.J 
-.0575 
.1044 
-.0718 
.1332 
-.0444 
• 04-90 
.0221 
.0691 
.0007 
.1558 
.0613 
.1904 
.0765 
-. 2118* 
.0451 
.0292 
.0408 
.0297 
-.0206 
-.0293 
.0232 
-.1545 
-. 2017** .. 
•. 0623 
-.2069** 
-.0115 
.098o 
-.2710** 
-.3792** 
.1636 
-.4076** 
-.3156** 
-. 2544-** 
-.3058"-
.0091 
-.0859 
-.3921** 
.0000 
.0812 
-. 1188 
-.1707** 
-.2509** 
-.1211 
-.1448 
-.1690** 
-.0809 
-.158S*tt 
~0954 
.0388 
-.1271 
... 0276 
.1215 
-.0046 
Nonllletropol1ta.n 
Incorporated 
{N•23!j) 
• 0090 
.0052 
-.0103 
.0311 
.ooao 
.0645 
.0198 
• 2432** 
.1989** 
.0447 
.0455 
.1709 
.0354 
-.1500 
Unincorporated 
~N-=36)-) 
• 0238 
• 1399 
-.0093 
• 0735 
• 0468 
-. 0151 
-. 0008 
.0704 
.OTf4 
.0494 
-. 1152 
-.0074 
.0688 
-. 1246 
'\ 
. I 
; 
• • 
TABLE 8 • Zero Order Correlations tor the Relationship Between Changes in Seleoted County Variables and Changes in Population or Incorporated 
and Unincorporated Places. By Region for Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas, Ohio 19SO to 1970 
,.. 
CORMBELT COUNTIES NONCORNBELT COUNTIES 
•• 
Metropolitan Nonmetropoli tan Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan 
,, 
Incorporated 
{N=ll8} 
Unincorporated 
(N=l20) 
Incorporated 
(N .. 155} 
Unincorporated 
(N=205) 
Incorporated 
(N=1J8) 
Unincorporated 
pr ... 318} 
. Incorporated Unincorporated 
Cl1!Jlge in Organization of Farmi.ng 
1. !::. {Decrease) in no. of Farni.s 
2. /j, In No. of Traotors 
3. !::. (Decrease) in Land :ln Farms 
Ii-. f;. (Increase) in No. ot rays Worked Ott 
Farm (100 In.ya} 
5. il (DecreaseJ in.Rural. Parm ~pulati.on 
6. !::. (Increase) In Average Farm Size 
7. t::. In Value ot Farm Buildings and -~ 
Cha..')ge in Populatio~ 
8. b In County Population 
9. !::. In Population of Largest City in County 
lo. f:. In Rural Nonfarm Popul.a ti on 
Cha.pge in Manufae turing and Mining 
11. A In Employment in Manufacturing 
12. A In No. of Manufacturing Establishments 
13. !::. In Employment in fl'd.ning 
Cha,nge in Transportation 
14. A In Possession ot Railroad 1930 
*Sig. at • 05 level 
**Sig. at .01 level 
-
-.5789** 
-.4656** 
-.5467** 
-.2497* 
-.5056** 
.3837** 
'.:!_ 376()** 
• 58o4** 
• 5298** 
-. 2607* 
• 4117** 
• 4127** 
.4987** 
-. 0653 
-. 2070 
-. 2381* 
-. 20811. 
.0838 
-. 1616 
.0218 
-.2072 
• 2181 
• 021i5 
-. o:w ... ~ 
• 3323** 
• 0157 
-. 0882 
• 1091 
.0857 
.1748 
.1218 
• 2264* 
-.0928 
---- - !!_1_~_!_0_~ 
.0261 
.1411 
• 0879 
• 1297 
-.0616 
.1053 
-. 2403** 
• 0391 
.1128 
•'0207 
.1240 
.0501 
.0407 
-~·0242 
.0310 
• 08o9 
• 071+2 
.0626 
-.0564 
.0945 
-.1549 
-. 0200 
-.3618** 
.4963** 
-.-3797** 
-.148o 
-.4024** 
-. 27151t* 
-.1637 
-. 3864** 
-.4035** 
-.0176 
.0026 
• 4538** 
-.1602 
'°'!-
-.0746 
-.2544** 
.0065 
-.1208 
-. 08lt3 
-.0976 
-.1~97 
• 1465* 
• 2915** 
-. c95;;. 
-. 04-25 
• 0886 
-.0488 
-.0312 
(N=224) (N=475) 
•. o44o 
.0567 
.0836 
• 1023 
.0203 
.0565 
.1043 
• 2456** 
• 1724* 
• 1173 
• 0654 
• 2938** 
• 0576 
-.1288 
,_ 
.o6o4 
• 0915 
.0564 
.0629 
.0395 
-. 0481 
_. 0.314 
-.014, 
-.07]~ 
• 0831 
-.0698 
.0264-
• 0961 
-. 046.9 
\\• 
, . ~-·--
